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46 Percent of Earth is Still Wilderness

By Paul Rogers, Bay Area Mercury News, Wednesday, December 4, 2002

Despite population growth, logging and other environmental threats, nearly half the land on Earth remains
wilderness—undeveloped and nearly unpopulated, according to a study released today.

The study by 200 international scientists, the most comprehensive analysis ever done on Earth’s wild places and
population trends, was seen by some experts as a surprising cause for optimism. Biologists also viewed it as a
warning, since only 7 percent of the wilderness is protected.

“A lot of the planet is still in pretty decent shape,” said Russell Mittermeier, a Harvard primatologist and
president of Conservation International, an environmental group in Washington, D.C., that organized the study.

“We should be happy about that, but we should do everything we can to maintain it. A lot of areas, particularly
tropical forests, are under the gun.”

Using databases, computer maps and satellite photos, the study found that 46 percent of the Earth’s land can be
classified as wilderness—from the forests of Russia, Canada and Alaska to the Congo, the Amazon, the Sahara
and New Guinea.

That area, totaling 68 million square miles—more than 19 times the size of the United States—is home to only 2.4
percent of world population, or 144 million people.

Antarctica and the Arctic tundra make up roughly a third of that wilderness, or 23 million square miles.

To qualify as wilderness, researchers required areas to have fewer than five people per square kilometer, or 247
acres; at least 70 percent of their original vegetation; and a size of least 10,000 square kilometers, about the
equivalent of Yellowstone National Park.

The research was done over two years by scientists from such institutions as the World Bank; Cambridge and
Harvard universities; Zimbabwe’s Biodiversity Foundation for Africa; and the National Amazon Research
Institute in Brazil. The results will be published in a 500-page book next year: “Wilderness: Earth’s Last Wild
Places,” by the University of Chicago Press.

The study was bankrolled in part by donations from Intel co-founder Gordon Moore, of Woodside, a major
donor to Conservation International.

The developed world should do more to safeguard wilderness, said Thomas Lovejoy, president of the Heinz
Center for Science, Economics and the Environment in Washington, D.C.

“There is also an ethical and moral reason,” Lovejoy said. “We are all—every amoeba, every person, every
rhinoceros—the end point of 4 billion years of evolution. You just don’t snuff that out.”

Others noted that civilization’s footprint is worldwide.
“There’s not a square centimeter on Earth that’s not affected by humans and what we produce, from chemicals

in the atmosphere to global warming,” said Peter Raven, director of the Missouri Botanical Garden. “But this is
interesting. It makes the point that there are lots of little-affected areas, more than most people might think”
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“Untrammeled,” “Wilderness Character,”
and the Challenges of Wilderness Preservation

By Douglas W. Scott, Wild Earth, Fall/Winter, 2001-2002, pp. 72-79

"Untrammeled,

?

“Wilderness
Character,

and the Challenges of
Wilderness Preservation

MPRECISION IM THE MEANIMNG of the word wilder

s plapneed the wildemess movement duringg its early

decades. Efforts to define wildermess in 8 practical way—
usable in land management—hbegan in the 1920s as the first
formual wilderness preservation policies were formulated by
Aldo Leopold and the Forest Service, and continued in the
1930k, notably in the work of Bob Mashall, the Forest
Service, and a Mew Deal interagency task force, Wilderness
Society and Sierra Club beaders and wilderness conference par-
ticipants struggled with definitional eomplexities in the
19405 and 1950s, High-level government panels—a Library
of Conpress study in 1949 and a major Tederal commission in
1962 —also probed these questions,’

The cubmination of all this elfort was the Wildermess St
izell. As Howard Zahnier, executive director of The
Wildermess Society, drafted the bill in the spring of 1956 thet
b thwe Wilderness At of 1964, he was well sware of the
complexities in usage of the word wildemes in post-\World War
II Armerica. He had spelled out the problens inoa masterful
mrernorandum submiited wothe Library of Congress & a con
tribution to its 1949 study of wilderness prescrvation s

T WiLD EARTH FALL/WINTEE 2001-20032

[t is s susprisivgs than the ase of e s wond “wilidermess
boih as a description and a5 a desigracion showkd relt in some
anilusion whism it s realized charn culiral valvies Teee only
cormparatively revenitly been placed on the cquality of wildemess
arel that artesgls 1O apply Chis secee al valises 1o practical kand
maragement Is much more recent. The temmanodagy of bath
the philesoplsy sl the lard - management technic |-J| | 2 &rilll
formative. Ii s still necessary 1o be aware of montext in using
precisely the vocabulary of the mavement, It i ma il Tirersibsle
ta ireist an Hmited vsage of the term “wildermes,” nor & it

expedRenl 1 it o s o e ol thie ward :

Labmiser himself led the waty inoresalvingg this long-stand-
ing confusion about the words definition; it was successful
advocacy of the Wildemess Act that finally made it “feasibile tn
insist on limited wsage of the o™ wildenes, because the act
established a statutory definition and mandated its use by the

frar federal agencies that admindster sildermess anss.

Designation and stewardship of wilderness
The Wildermess et delinition & an important guide as citi-
zens, agencies, and Congress conslder which lands o desig-

nate i wildermess, Yeu even an 2l of Congress i nol immune
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from misimterpretacions. by federal agencies that can lead o
application of the word in ways informed nelther by ecology
nor by the original intent of e statute isell. Thus, it remains
important for wilderness advocates and Congress to step in, as
hirs often been necessary over the 37 vears since the enactment
of the law, to correct the agencies when they stray into misin-
terpretations. Thise misinterpretations—sti1l ton often voiced
by local spokespenple of the agencies—ocan misbesd the pub-
lie inte belleving that the definition sets criteria stricter and
more limiting than the act actually allows, As Congress has
repeatedly asserted in a long line of precedents, the act’s defi-

nition accommadates protection for significant expanses of

wild Land with various histories of past we?

The definition in the Wilderness Act, correctly under-
s, alse guides the stewandship of wildemess arsas omoe
designated. Whatever the differences in the other statutory
e dates of the foar lederal Tancd TG .aﬂ_nn:lﬂn, i) =
wilderness areas are designated the overriding mandate in the
Wilderness Act s that each shall preserve the “wildermess
character” of the arem. This command appears in both the
declaration of congresslonal purpose in subsection 2(a) of the
act, and in the management direction in subsection 406, In
1983 the Committes on Interior and Insular Affairs® of the
House of Representatives reemphesized this mandate, noting
that: “The overriding principle guiding management of all
wilderness areas, regardless of which agency administers
themn, is the Wilderness At [section 4[b)] mandate w pee-
serve thelr wildermess character.” [n lssues of wilderness man-
AEEITREL, b, 'EI.'II.'IEI'I."!'E\.‘ITH" wiildermess abvocates must rermiin
vigilant against misinerpretations that would frustrace the
goal of preserving an enduring resource of wilderness.

BUT WHAT 15 THE ESSEMCE of the wildermess character
the apencies “shall” protect? Where in the act do managers
Lok to understand the goal for their stewardship?

The framers of the Wilderness Act intended that the first
sentence of subsection 2ic) establish the meaning of “wilder-
ness character

M willdhernesss, i contrast with thase aoeas where oan and his
works domirate the landscape. is hereby recognilzed as anoarea
where the earth aeud s cormrmumiaty of 1ife ane onCraaroeebed by
man, vwhere man himsslf s & visitor who doss mon remaln”

Thesie words animate the act’s wilderness concept.
Without this definitlon, the subsection 4(b) mandate to pre-

serve the wildernes character of the ama’ would be st
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adrift, left floating without clear and practical meaning on
which adminkstrators can base stewardship decisions,

A the heare of Uhis goal for wildermess stewardship is the
word emtrammeled, Mo other word in the Wilderness Act is as
misurslerstood, berth s to bts :I'I'H'.HI'IiI'IE arud its Furection in the
lanw, The Osford English Dictionary wraces rammel to Latin
and eleventh-century Oid French roats meaning a kind of net
wied to cavch fish or birds, Current dictionary descriptions of
the word antrammeded include “unrestrained,” “unrestricted,”
d1.|r|.irr||.u:1J|:d.' "uncru.'uu:l'l.n:fui.' duru.'url.ﬂ.nulJ.F Sunlirmited.”
At the command of the Wildemess fet, we preserve wilder-
news chamcter—by definition—try leaving “the earth and its
comimunity of life untrammeled by man,”

Too often, this word has been misread as warampled, or
miginterpreted as some synonymous vasiation of untEmpded,
with the erroneous connotaclon that it describes the present
physical or ecoboggical condition of the land o its past land-use
history, The word was frequently miswsed in this way in dis-
putes over designation of particular lands as wildermess in the
years imanediately after the Wilderness At became law.

In the most blaant case, in the late 1960s, the Forest
Servies fmtered a “purily” concepl Uhal distorted the intent of
the Wildermness Act, perverted its definition, and threat-
enerd—had it become accepbed——to circumscribe the extent of
lands deemed qualified for designation.

The Forest Services fundamental misunderstanding—
intentional or not—began at the highest levels, exemplified
in 1968 Senate testimony of Chiel Edward B CHIT on the pro-
|1|:r;t-1:|. Peflaunt J-ld"li.-na-:m Wildermess in DI‘I."HI:II'L Citizen oL
advocated that Congress override the agency's recomimenda-
tiom to exclude Marion Lake and its surroundings, which
sl e left a deep indentation in the western boundary of
the narrow wilderness area, Chief CIIT resisted, pointing 1o
grovedngg public use of the ares

It 15 not an unramramebed aea. [ s being beavily rammeled,
anwl we need o get in there and provice sanitation fecilitie.
and water and fire grilks, and ather recreatinal imgrove-

rmends, o acoornareslate the use that is already beng made
4

thiere, ard 10 protect the resmerces of the ane.

l:qmrmr_g,' o Clift’s staternent, an “area csmnnt be Cbeam-
meled” i the serse he sought w convey, The act applies the
word untrammeled not to an “area” or its present condition,
but te “the earth and is comemunity of life,” that is, w the
forces of Mature. Both the formal legislative history of the
Wildernes Aet (in the limited semse a judpe or legal scholar



would use) and the history of Zahniser's word cholees as its

dratisman prondde clear guidance on the intended mesaningg of

the word untranmmeled and itz function in the act's carefully
designed structure, The congressional champions of the act,
absetted virtually every step of the way by Zahmises, wenl 1o
great pains through elght years of hearings, debates, and com-
rriitles reports o make their intent cdear. Looking back, the
leading Senate opponent of the act. Senator Gordon Alloct (R
CON confirmed: ™., there is nob a word in the Wildemess Act
which |was| not scanned, perused, studied and discussed by
the committes, Perhaps there is no other act that was scanned
amd] perused and discussed a5 choroughly a8 every senlence in
the Wilderness Act.™

The ideal of wilderness for
the future of wilderness
Ag the draftsman, Zahniser was careful to avoid having the
ideal definition of wilderness foous on the present physical or
ecnbogical comdition of an asea of land, or i land-use sy,
He chose untrammelsd as the unigquely best word to express a
Forward-looking  perspective about the fidore of land and
ecosysiems. once designaved, wildemess is to be allowed 1o
express 1ts own will—with the forces of Nature untrammeled
inuo the futue

This s just how Congress has spplied the definition, For
exaiple, |:l|.|.rlng1|'u-: Cnbe ey iry thee mr]_:,.' 1970 cpvemr wwbuether
once-dEiurbed aress on national forests in the East couild be des-
ignated under the Wilkdermes Act definition, then-Senator
James Lo Basckley [E-MNY), a member of the Senate Intericr
Committes, expressed a view comsistent with Zahniser’s:

O comirse, we begin o the ideal, just as the Wildermess
At does. B, §F we are tw have o ational system of wilder-
news areas, as the disfters of the Wildermess Aet abaiously
imtenided., less tham pristine standards would be necessary for
practical application. As & basis for public pelicy | believe it
waould be a mistake o assume that the Wiklerness At can
s s application o orde-dismurbed ans,'!

Lahniser's precision in chosing the word widrsammeliad is
well documented, As he worked with congressional stafl 1o
refine the Wilderness Bill for mintroduction in 1959, several
conservation colleagues wrged him to drop the word, Choe
aseried that this word was “hackneyed, relatively mean-
ingless,” Another commented thal wirammedad was a “reme-
nant regative now never uwsed in is positive sense,” and that
aword in current LEEARE shwowled b :-l.lbq.l:ltl_lml:l—hr‘.mﬂg;rﬂn:l
thie word endisfurbad.

T these entreaties, Sahniser replied that he had chosen the
word witramemelil, when drafting the bill in the spring of 1956,
only after “dissatisfaction with almost every other word that
harl been supgested,” and that he selected it as " word that fit-
ted our need Both as to denotation and connotation,” " He
explained why the word andisfirbed did not express his intent:

The problem with the word  “Dhisurbed” {thar s,
“Undisturted ) s that most of these areas can be corsiders]
as clistainad Dy the homen ceages for which many of them
are beirg preserved; that s, temporarily disturbed. The dde
winkin the ward Dnirammelsd” of it oo felag sublessd 1o
fiumean avdraly ang’ manipoiations e iampsr de fre play s nai-
ral e b che it e ane dhar sk o srade i v th mo
sitele o B fs porpese within dhe Wildernes B

A close confidant of Fahniser's on these questions was
Harvey Broome, a fumder of The Wildemess Society and an
avtormey. [noa 1966 lecter, Broome recalled that:

Lahriie and | had this mat ter up about Tive vears ago when the
Forest Serviee was proposing o besvily [logged-over and|
bwsmed-over area i Morth Caroliva as part of the Shining
Fock wiklormess men, We concluded that wnder the cefin
tion in the Bill, as then drafted, there wes no conflice proyid-
el roads and mechanical ardd other usis wene prohildned,
Congress apparently accepred the sime understanding since

e Shaning Reck Wila Area was incorposaned in the wildir

e sysbem. P

Distinguishing the ideal and practical definitions

Th: cmntext in which watsenmeyded is wsexd in the Wlldu:rru:.s
Aer & all-important, for iU cirewmscribes how  Congress
intended the word (and the entire sentence) to function in the
structure of the act, The word appears in the st of two sen-
tences in subsection 20c) of the act. Congress [and Zahniser]
intenided each sentemee o have a distinc d-l:ﬁn‘lllm'ml pr-
pose—the first states the fdeal while the sscond 1s the more
practical characterization, Yet, intentionally or not, the Forest
Service initially scted as i there were no such distinetion.

In its written response to questions raised durlng the
1967 Senabe beearirgg  on the  propoed San Falael
Wilderness—the first area added to the wildermess system
after enactment of the Wilderness Act—the Forest Service
asserted that!

the kow describes wildermess, inopart, & .. _an area where the
earth and its cammmmnity of life ao antrammeled by oan, "
which & ~__.managed 50 & 1o preseve s netural conditions
and which (1] generally appears ta have e alfectsd prirarni
Iy by the foroes of nature.. .. [ellipss in origiral]
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Comyeare this asection of how the low deseribes wilder-
; . "
ness with the actual words and puncouation of subsection 2ic)
ol the act and the sheight of hamd becomes obvious, they
miashed into one the two distinet sentences Lomgress deliber
ately u'-|'|:|r.-'|||'rl i order 2o serve two different functions
Comaenting oo the two-part structure of U definitions

during the final Senate hearing in 194653, Lahniser noted that;

In this definiticn the fire smbence is delinitive of the mean

ing of the concept of wildemmess, (15 essence, its essential

rature—a delinition tat wakes plain te charmcer of bk winh

which o 817 deals, the ioval, Thie second sendence B disc B

tive of the aress toowhich this delinition applies—a listing of
The sgen iMcaricis of wiklermess areas, it sets Torth the distin
suishir, features of areas that bave the charscter of wilder
s, .. 8 e s sennener daffes che charmemer of wildemes, the s

anel cescribes the characterstios of an area of wildemess""

We need not cely solely on Zahnisers expresion ol
intent, for the formal leglslacive history |'|-|:n_-'.1.-rll'-. |n'||'|||.|
. al LI . F
stz Congress intention to distinguish Bebween twe very

distinet Tunctions for the two sentences in subsection 2 1.

Whatever level
of ecological
“puri L}fﬂ
characterizes
portions of an
area when it is
designated, each
is to be managed
thenceforth
toward the

wilderness ideal.

76 WILD EARTH FALLS/WINTER 2001-2002
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The st of thess seatences odginated in the Wildermess
Bill invroduced in the Senate on June T, 1956." Slight word
changes were made elsmwhere in that sentence, bat the clinse
eimbrac ing the wiord amirammelnd did not chamge over the ensu
ing eight years. However, changes were made to the structure
ol the subsection arcund it and teese further elarified the fune-

tinn Aahmiser and the SPOTBOS intended from the ouiset

What Congress intended in

the definition of wilderness

When be introduced the odginal Wildemess Bill, Senanm
Hubert Humphrey [D-MAMN) included a detadled section-by-sec-
Licas irerpretation of the bill in his airochetory speech, He siat-
ed; “The opening section defines the termn wildernes both in the
atwtract and s vsed specifically inothis bin, "

[ 1960 Senator Jarmes Mumay (D-MT) reinroduced a
refined sersion of the Wildernes Bill intended “to clarify and
rewvise the memsure o the besis of earlier bearings, sgency oom-
ments, and cormmittes discussions.” As the new lead sponsor and

as chairrman of the Benate commmittes handling the bill, his eqpla-

nathon is the authoritative expression of legislative intent, includ




imgz whyy b ackdesd skt ez Lhee secvmd sentenoe in the sl
section enacted four vears later, Murray explained o the Senate;
“The acdddedd cietail in the definition of wilderness is in reporse o
requests for additional and more concrete details in defining areas
of wilderness. "™ The new second sentence Murray added was;

By s o wildherrwss s further defined to o mmn in this At
an area of urdeedaped Federnl land withowt permanera
mmprosemnmts or homen habivation which is protected and
maraged 50 & o preseree s manmal conditions and which

(1) pererally sppears to have been affected primmrily by the
fiorces of ratere, wich the imprin of e s work substancial-
by urmoticeble; (2] bas cutstanding apportunivies Tor sali-
tude o a negged, primitlve, and vnecafined tvpe of cutdoos
recrvatioms 13 is of sulficient sioe i to make prixticable s
preservation and use inan unimgaired condition, ad (4) may

al=y condain evalogical, pealogicsl, scheslogical, or sther -
rwires of scbertific, edicarional, scende, or hilstoriml valie. ™

As distinet from the abstract, ideal definition, this second
sentence defines whar Jay Hughes called “institutional
wildermess —specific areas of land that “soclety has called
“wilderness in terns of definively bounded, named, memaged,
and legally identifishle tracts of public land. ™™ The bill's con-
gressional sporsors repeatedly emiphasiced that the bwo sen-
tences serve two distinet funetions,

In 1961, Senator Clinton P Anderson (D-MM) sucoeed-
ed Murray as chaicman of the Senate comumities and lead
spansor of the Wildemess Bill. In opening hearings that year,
hee explained his interpeetation inoa detailed section-ly-sec-
thom analysis

Section 2(h) contains two definitiors of wilderress. ™ The s
serderes b a cifinition of pure wilklermess avas, whese " The
carth and its comrarunity of life ae untrammeled by man.. .
It srares rhe ideal.

The secord sentence defines the meaning or nature of an
aren of wilderniss as used bn (e proposed ac A sibstangial
area retaining, its primeval characeer, withoot peomanem
improaements, which is 1o be proteced and managed 5o
man's works are “substantially unnoticeshle,”

The smnd of tiwse delfmdnian of i ram, glving 1w swaning
e f the ot d mmowhat b e or Jure” than the A ™

The Senate pessed the Wildermess Bill vwice, in 1961 and
in the following Congress, in 1963, On both occaslons, the
formal reports of the Committes on Interior and Insular
Mffairs” included & section-by-section analvsis, which noted
the nature of the two-part definition:

Section 2(h) defines wildernes in pan ways First, inoan ideal
et of wildemess ares whene the natural commamunity of
life & unerammeled by man, who visies bt dos not remakn,
i seeomd, as i s o be ooesiched far the purpoess. ol the
act! arcis where mans wark is suhstantially nnoticeable,
where there s sulstareling opporunity for slinkde or a
primitive o unconfined type of recreation, wihich are af ade-
tpaate size 0 make practicable presercation e wildemes, sl
which may have ecological, gealegical, or other sciemific
echuatioral, senic, and historical vakes ™

Representative John P. Savier (R-PA) wes the orlginal
sponsar and leading champion of the Wilderness Act in the
House of Fepresentatives, He explained the distinction
between the two definitional semtences in his analysis as he
introduced & refined version of the Wildemess Bill on
MNovember 7, 1963:

Sevrion A deflives wilderniss in thiee sontenoes, > The s
siates. the rature of wildemess in an ideal onoepe of aress
where thie nataral commiminy of e B antmmmeled by man,
who visits but does not remain, The sscond sentence
deseribes an anea ol wildimess as it B 1o be comsicired Tor the
purpeses. of the art—areas where man's works ame substan-
tially urmaticeabla,, ™

A% TRACED HERE, svery aw of the lead sponsors of the
Wilderness Act explicitly intended the first sentence of sub-
section 2[c) w express the “absrract” [Humphrey) or “ideal”
[Andersom, Savlor), distinct from the “more concrete detadls in
delining areas of wilderness” Mumay) which are spelled o
in the second senterce,

A Fahmiser bad noted in 1949, it was irnpesrtant (o rec-
ognize that the same word “wildermess” is used both as a
description and as a designation, The teo-part definition in
the Wilderness Act follows that distinetion. OF cousse, the dis-
tinction between an Ideal definition and a less-than-kdeal set of

cetails b prstical imglemmentstion vas and i cormmaon.™

The non-degradation principle

in wilderness stewardship

Given the precise word cholces and the care taken in struc-
turing the two-sentence definition in te Wildernes A, i is

benvand dispute chat

= [Designation questions of whether a specific area of land
s Uhe delindtion of wildermess in e act are oof aksoul

whether that land is “untrammeled” or untrarmpled).
T'hc word amiframsnsisd, which app'liﬁ orce an are is des-
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ignated, appears only in the “pure.” “ideal” definition
that serves a guite different function in the act. For its
part, the Forest Service correctly defines untrammeled in
the current version of the Forest Service Manual =

= The anlv criveria for designation of an area 1s the “some-
whal less ‘severe’ or “pure’ (Arderson) dl:ﬁnlnH_ details
set forth in the second, non-ideal definition “for the pur-
poses of the act.” A number of very clear qualifiers— gen-
erally appears 1o have been affected primarily by the foroes
aof nature, with the imprint of mans worke sebsfaniially
unnoticesble” —provide practical, workable critecia for
entry of areas into the Mational Wilderness Preservacion
Systern. This i how Congress intended aned has consis-
tently applied the Wilderness Aoet, and it is how a Feder-
al judge read it as well, inoome of the few cases whene these
e, arose,

= The ideal definition baes an H"IJI”J.' ‘lm|'.|n1'tanl. hut ciffer-
ent function; it is not mere congressional poetry, for the
canoms of statutory interpretation forbid such an inter-
precation.® The function of this sentence—with its care-
ful use of the word untrammelrd—is to define the “ideal”
[Arwderson), the “emence” [Zahniser) of the wilderness
character it is the duty of conservationdsis and land man-
agers tn pmtect.

There is a supmremme bygic to this caineful smecture of the
two definitions. Applying the practical criteria of the second
sentence in subsection 2ic), the 1964 act itself designated
numerous areas with a fading history of the “imprint of mans
work,” and many others have been designated In subsequent
acts of Congress, Bul, however less-than-pure such areas iy
have besn when designaied, once designated. the command of
the act is to preserve the "wilderness character” of each area,
restraining human infleences in order that the earth and its
comnmuntiy of e are untrammeled by man.

This is, aL its beart, a non-degradation principle. Just as
the non-degradation principle in the Clean Alr Act does not
allepar '|'.|n|:|'|||.|ring paurer air derny to mminimerr-kevel, health-
hased air quality standards, but requires that aress of pristine
atr quality be protecied, so the acceptance of past hurman
imiprints and disturbances in some lawdls being designated as
wildermess does not mean such imprints and disturbanoes many
therelore e albvwsd bo immeacde other, wilder wilderness lancks
already designated.” Whatever level of ecological “puricy”
charscterizes portions of an ares when it is desigrated, sach is
1o be mamaged cthenoeforth woward the wilderness ideal.
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Zahniser was adamant that “management” of the ecosys-
termn in ech wildderness area should ooour almost entirely by
restraint on human influences from its boundaries, rather than
by manipulation within. He gave us his admonition about
wilderness management in the epigramanatic title be chse
fior an editorial in The Living Wiiderness in 1963; “Guardians
Mot Gardeness.” The puardian philosophy, he weote, & one o
“protecting areas at their boundaries and trying to let natural
forces operate within the wilderness untrammeled by man.™
A federal judge, weiting in 1975, echoed Zahnisers anabogy:
*Mature may not always be as heautiful as a garden bat pro-
ducing garders is not U aim of cthe Wilderness Ael™

By stating the kdeal of “pure wilderness,” its “essential
mature,” Fahnisers Tinging first. sentence of submection 2{c)
breathes ecological Life into the phrase “wilderness character,”
He and the Congress thus set the goal toward which our stew-
ardship of wilderness areas is w steived To free Matwre within
thesa special places, as best we can, from the fetters and trame-
msels of man's influence, so el wildermess may be—through
our awn self-restraint—areas “where the earth and its come
mraniey of Life are untrsmmebed by i,

Doug Seett |ty pewwildermesemirrog A06-342-0212) is a
lorgtivoe stvdent of the Ity of wilderness preservadion aind, beginiving
in the fate 1960k, was a fobiyist and stramgist fie The Wildernes
Socivry, Sterra Clot, ad ALk Cosfivion. He i poticy divesor of the
FPrw Wildorness Coder and awher of I mew resarh mpart, M
Wilderness-Forever Future: & Short History of the Mational
Wikderress Preservation Syvstem (www peawildermseier. ongl.
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For the Permanent Good of the Whole People

By Ed Zahniser, Ninth Annual Wilderness Rangers Training Workshop Address, Aspen, Colorado, May 2001

The history of the passage of the 1964 Wilderness Act is commonly taken to be an eight-year legislative struggle.
The first Wilderness Bills were introduced in Congress in 1956, in the House of Representatives by John P. Saylor
of Pennsylvania and in the Senate by Hubert H. Humphrey of Minnesota. The Wilderness Act was signed into
law by President Lyndon B. Johnson on September 3, 1964. My mother, Alice Zahniser, who also will speak to
you this afternoon, stood at the White House for the signing, and President Johnson gave her a pen he used. All
ever got from President Johnson was a letter telling me to appear for induction into the U.S. Army.

What I would like to offer you is not an eight-year legislative history, but a deeper glimpse of Wilderness Act
history. I would like to offer you a few touchstones of the history of the American wilderness imagination. I want
to do this because I believe that, as a wilderness ranger in 2001, you have actually been imagined onto the land.
You have been projected onto the land by the wilderness imagination of a great cloud of witnesses that has come
before you. You have been projected into the wilderness by the imagination of a great cloud of witnesses that
not only has come before you, but, I believe, also goes before you as you allow the wilderness to accept you into
itself this summer. This is why I feel so honored to be here with you. Yours is a journey this summer most rare in
our culture.

The history of the realization of a Wilderness Act is really a 100-year struggle, from 1864 to 1964. Two events in
1864 begin a history of the Wilderness Act. The first event is President Abraham Lincoln’s taking time away from
the prosecution of the Civil War to sign an act ceding certain federal public domain lands of Yosemite Valley and
the Mariposa Grove of Big Trees—Giant Sequoia trees—to the state of California as public parklands.

The other event is the publication of George Perkins Marsh’s book Man and Nature. This is the book that
historian and planner Lewis Mumford, in the mid-2oth century, deemed the fountainhead of the American
conservation movement. The subtitle to Marsh’s book is “The Earth as Modified by Human Action” The Earth
as Modified by Human Action. The verb form of that word, to modify, makes it into the opening paragraphs of
the Wilderness Act. This was no accident. My father, Howard Zahniser, the chief architect of the 1964 Wilder-
ness Act, was a keen student of the beginnings of American concern for wilderness. Zahnie, as he was known by
friends and associates, knew to begin at the beginning, and we should too.
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What the Vermont-born George Perkins Marsh achieved in his great work Man and Nature was a historical
synthesis of global assaults on forests by humankind. The book is still in print today. It has never been out of
print. It went through something like seven printings by about 1873. Marsh wrote it in Italy, where President
Lincoln had posted him as a diplomat. Marsh had witnessed the destruction of Vermont’s forests in his own
lifetime. But it was Marsh’s travels in the Mediterranean Basin that enabled him, gradually, to see the potential
disaster in America’s wanton destruction of our forests. But Marsh’s awakening was not instant insight. It was
gradual.

In 1856, Marsh and his wife had traveled in North Africa, on the southern side of the Mediterranean Basin.
Marsh had been sent to North Africa by Jefferson Davis, who was U.S. Secretary of War then. Ironically, as
Marsh was writing Man and Nature, Jefferson Davis was president of the Confederate States of America.

Jefferson Davis had asked Marsh to study the camel, which the U.S. Army was interested in using to fight
American Indians in the Southwest. In North Africa, Marsh realized that many desert areas he and his wife
traversed had once been the sites of great civilizations founded on great forests that harbored elephants, not
camels.

But it did not hit Marsh full-face just then. In fact, Marsh’s 1856 book, The Camel, opens with the prevailing
notion of that time, which was that humans were not capable of significant impacts on God’s creation. But then
Marsh was posted to Italy by Abraham Lincoln. His travels there convinced him that the formerly great civiliza-
tions of the northern Mediterranean Basin, such as Greece, had also declined when their forests were cut down,
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just as Marsh had witnessed the forests of his home state of Vermont devastated. So, the subtitle of Marsh’s 1864
book Man and Nature, “The Earth as Modified by Human Action,” was both actually and metaphorically a
watershed event for Marsh’s thinking. Forests were keepers of watersheds.

The text of the Wilderness Act begins: “An Act / To establish a National Wilderness Preservation System for the
permanent good of the whole people, and for other purposes. Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled” And the text quickly moves to the statement
of policy, Section 2 (a) “In order to assure that an increasing population, accompanied by expanding settlement
and growing mechanization, does not occupy and modify all areas within the United States and its possessions,
leaving no lands designated for preservation and protection in their natural condition, it is hereby declared to be
the policy of the Congress to secure for the American people of present and future generations the benefits of
an enduring resource of wilderness.”

Hear those phrases “does not occupy and modify all areas . . . leaving no lands designated for preservation and
protection in their natural condition . . . ?”

In its broadest sweep, the Wilderness Act is a statement of social ethics. It is about restraint and humility. It is
about heeding this warning about forest values George Perkins Marsh articulated 100 years earlier, in 1864. The
Wilderness Act is about restraint and humility for what we do not know about the land organism . . . about which
Aldo Leopold wrote, as I'm sure Buddy Huffaker of the Aldo Leopold Foundation will share with us this week.
Restraint and humility for what we do not know about the land organism.

As acid rain, acidic deposition, has forced us to understand soil relationships, we find in soils the same spiraling
downward of complexity that the Hubble space telescope finds spiraling outward as the complexity of the
universe or multiverse. Tachyons, which may be the same as neutrinos, for example, have a mass that is imagi-
nary. Isn’t that luscious science?

And what about these opening lines? “An Act / To establish a National Wilderness Preservation System for the
permanent good of the whole people . . ” For the permanent good of the whole people.

I commend to your repeated close reading the text of the Wilderness Act. It makes its own best case for the
wilderness stewardship and education entrusted to you on the land this summer.

I have belabored this conservation history and the work of George Perkins Marsh—this 100-year history of the
realization of a Wilderness Act—to show that wilderness preservation was not a new idea in the 1950s. Wilder-
ness preservation as a vision for the future of federal public lands has been around a long time.

Directly across Lake Champlain from the Vermont of George Perkins Marsh, the Adirondack Mountains region
of New York State testifies to Americans’ long-standing concern for wildlands. In 1872, the people of New York
State began to move to create an Adirondack State Park. Their motivation is not difficult to discern. In 1871, New
Yorkers suddenly found themselves net importers of wood fiber for the first time ever. Heeding Marsh’s warn-
ings in Man and Nature, New Yorkers, in 1872, moved to protect their remaining forests. New Yorkers, in 1872,
moved to protect the watershed that supplied the Erie Canal with water.

Then, in 1885, New Yorkers created, on the state-owned lands of the Adirondack and Catskill state parks, the
State Forest Preserve lands. And then, in 1894, New Yorkers inserted into their state Constitution the so-called
“forever wild” clause. The clause says that those forest preserve lands will be kept “forever as wild forest lands.”

One voting member of that 1894 Constitutional Convention was a lawyer, Louis Marshall. Louis Marshall was a
great champion of Jewish civil liberties, immigrant rights, and the rights of all minorities. And Louis Marshall led
the floor fight at the 1915 New York State Constitutional Convention that stopped a move to gut the “forever
wild” clause. In wilderness preservation history, Louis Marshall is also known as the father of Robert Marshall,
the indefatigable Bob Marshall who was to labor within the U.S. Forest Service to protect forest wilderness. We
are most fortunate to have Bob Marshall’s nephew Roger Marshall here this week. Roger’s father George
Marshall was the very first person to whom my father Howard Zahniser sent the very first draft of a Wilderness
Bill.
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So, your agency’s own Bob Marshall, who would also organize The Wilderness Society, was a second-generation
wilderness advocate. Wilderness preservation has been around a long time. The roots of Wilderness Act history
go deep.

I expect that my mother, Alice Zahniser, will tell you how much the Adirondacks influenced my father and our
family. She will begin her annual summer stay there in July. And Bob Marshall and his parents and siblings cut
their wilderness eyeteeth in the Adirondacks.

The Adirondacks and Catskills still preserve, in their “forever wild” lands of the state forest preserve, the
wildlands-protection impetus that led to the creation of Forest Reserves on the federal public domain lands.
However, the Forest Reserves, which were true reserves, in which logging, mining, grazing, and homesteading
were prohibited, were subsequently redesignated as national forests open to logging, mining, and grazing.

So New Yorkers, in a sense, were able to make stick, in their own backyard, a wildlands preservation impulse
that conservationists like John Muir and Robert Underwood Johnson could not make stick on the federal public
lands. In an address to members of the New York State legislature in the 1950s, my father called the Adirondack
and Catskill forest preserve “Where Wilderness Preservation Began.”

I hope you will tuck this bit of Wilderness Act history into your mental backpack for your all-important wilder-
ness rangering work this summer. The Wilderness Act is for the permanent good of the whole people. Isn’t that
wonderful? That’s the Congress of the United States speaking. The House vote on the Wilderness Act was 373 to
1. The lone dissenting vote was cast by a member from Texas.

I mentioned that the Wilderness Act is an ethical statement about our human relations with what Aldo Leopold
called the land organism. In fact, wilderness has a long, long tradition in Judeo Christian thought, of being
prophetic of human culture. By “prophetic,” I do not mean predicting the future. Prophetic, rather, means a
calling back to fundamental, right relationships. Wilderness has been the location for calling people back to right
relationship both with the rest of the human community and with God. The wilderness sojourn of the Hebrew
people fleeing 400 years of slavery in Egypt under the Pharaoh is reported in the Hebrew Scriptures’ Book of
Exodus.

Biblical scholar Walter Brueggemann says that the wilderness experience of the Hebrew people, as codified in
their scriptures, furnished the building blocks of their national identity. The wilderness experience gave them
their laws. The wilderness experience gave them the name of God. Other scholars echo Brueggemann’s assess-
ment. As the Biblical scholar Ulrich Mauser reads the New Testament Gospel of Mark, the ministry of Jesus
embodies a new Exodus wilderness experience. In Mauser’s reading of Mark’s Gospel, Jesus of Nazareth works
out highlights of his ministry in the wilderness, atop mountains, or on or by the sea.

In the language of modern psychology, Jesus works out highlights of his ministry in these natural settings known
to produce the diminutive effect. These are wild settings that, like Gothic cathedrals, put us in spatial perspec-
tives that impress on us our proper scale in the universal scheme of things.

Wilderness experience calls us back to what my father described as a sense of dependence and interdependence
as well as independence. Wilderness experience calls us back to a right relationship with what my father called
the whole community of life on earth that derives its existence from the sun. Wilderness experience calls us back
to the realization that, as my father wrote, we prosper only as the whole community of life prospers.

Novelist Andrew Lytle writes that prophets do not come from the city promising riches and wearing store-
bought clothes. No, prophets have always come from the wilderness, stinking of goats . . . and telling of a
different sort of treasure. Wendell Berry writes that “If change is to come, it will come from the margins. ... It
was the desert, not the temple, that gave us the prophets.” And in much original Hebrew scripture the words for
desert and wilderness are the same word.

This prophetic role of wilderness experience — how wilderness calls us back to right relationship, to right living,
to social justice — this prophetic role of wilderness also figures strongly in the history of the Wilderness Act.
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To begin at the beginning of this important aspect of Wilderness Act history, we must step back, as my father did,
we must step back before George Perkins Marsh and 1864, back to the 1830s, back to the era of the Transcen-
dentalist reformers. We must step back to the Transcendentalists Margaret Sarah Fuller, Ralph Waldo Emerson,
and Henry David Thoreau.

Zahnie was a lifelong student of Emerson and Thoreau. He served a one-year honorary term as president of the
Thoreau Society from 1956 to 1957. One of my father’s public school teachers had her students memorize an
Emerson quotation every week. My father’s interest eventually shifted more to Thoreau, who has since perhaps
eclipsed his friend and mentor Emerson in the popular imagination. It was of course Thoreau who, in his 1862
essay on “Walking,” inscribed the Zen koan-like rallying cry of conservation that “. . . in Wildness is the preserva-
tion of the World?”

In his book of American scripture, Walden, in his posthumous books Cape Cod and The Maine Woods, and in
his millionous well-polished words of Journals, Thoreau meditates—as perhaps no one else has—on the utter
necessity of wildness. Thoreau’s essay “Walking” actually combines two lyceum lectures he gave in the 1850s,
one titled “The Wild,” and one “Walking” Both lectures were drawn from Thoreau’s journals.

And isn’t it intriguing how Thoreau does not say we preserve wildness. He says wildness preserves the world?
And for Thoreau, who read French, German, Latin, and Greek, this word world is actually the Greek word
kosmos, meaning not only world but also beauty, pattern, order . .. in Wildness is the preservation of the World,
Beauty, Pattern, Order.

Until the recent resurgence in women’s studies, Margaret Sarah Fuller was far less known than Emerson and
Thoreau. But many now credit Fuller as the greatest of Transcendentalist thinkers. (She was the great aunt, by
the way, of R. Buckminster “Bucky” Fuller.) Many consider Margaret Fuller’s book Woman in the Nineteenth
Century to be, still, the best statement on that subject. She edited the Transcendentalist magazine The Dial. She
was the first female book reviewer for a New York newspaper, and she was a thoroughgoing reformer. Fuller
even went to Europe to take part in the Italian revolution. She died tragically, early, in a shipwreck just off the
UL.S. east coast on her way back to America. Emerson asked Thoreau to go search for her body and personal
effects. None were found.

Margaret Fuller is important to our Wilderness Act history because her reformist agenda in the 1840s has an
uncanny, almost one-to-one correspondence with the legislative agenda of Hubert H. Humphrey in the 1950s.
Fuller advocated American Indian rights, ending slavery, women’s suffrage, women’s rights, education reform,
rehabilitation of women prisoners, and more. Her Transcendentalist reform agenda and Senator Humphrey’s
legislative agenda, of which the Wilderness Act was one important element, show that wilderness is not at the
periphery of society. Wilderness is a core concern of a truly whole society, holistically seen.

Fuller’s and Humphrey’s similar agendas round out the truth of Thoreau’s assertion that . .. in wildness is the
preservation of the World” The Wilderness Act was part of a large legislative package backed by Senator
Humphrey that included the National Defense Education Loan Act, Voting Rights Act, and the landmark Civil
Rights Act. Wilderness and wildness are not at the periphery of a truly great society. They are at its core.

It is also not well known that Bob Marshall not only fought for access to wilderness as a minority right. Bob
Marshall also fought for a fair shake for labor and other social justice issues. On Marshall’s death in 1939, one-
third of his estate effectively endowed the Wilderness Society but two-thirds went to advocate labor and other
social justice issues.

So you see the truth of that declaration at the opening of the Wilderness Act, that the Wilderness Act is con-
strued by Congress to be “for the permanent good of the whole people. . ” by a House vote of 373 to 1.

In fact, Howard Zahniser was propelled from a secure job with the federal government into full-time work for
wilderness in part by his grave disillusionment over the use of atomic bombs on Japan. If atomic bombs were the
culmination of industrial technology, surely we must find a way to relearn the great lesson of our kinship with all
life. Surely, we must find some better way to express our true role in the whole community of life on Earth that
derives its existence from the Sun.
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Wilderness and wildness are integral to what Wendell Berry calls the circumference of mystery. Wilderness and
wildness are integral to what Denise Levertov calls the Great Web. Wilderness and wildness are integral to what
the Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. calls our inescapable network of mutuality. Wilderness and wildness
are integral to what God describes to Job as the “circle on the face of the deep.” Wilderness and wildness are
integral to the biosphere, to that circle of life, which is also this circle of life, our circle of life. Life.

The prophetic call of wilderness is not to escape the world. The prophetic call of wilderness is to encounter the
world’s essence, the Earth’s immortal genius, the planetary intelligence. Wilderness calls us to renewed kinship
with all of life. We humans will extend ethical regard to the whole community of life on Earth only as we feel that
we are a part of that community. In Aldo Leopold’s words, we will enlarge the boundaries of the community, we
will live out a land ethic, only as we feel that we are part of that community. By securing a national policy of
restraint and humility toward natural conditions and wilderness character, the Wilderness Act has taken us one
hugely significant sociopolitical step toward instituting a land ethic, toward enlarging, in humility, the boundaries
of the community.

Ralph Swain brought us all together here on purpose—Buddy Huffaker for the Leopold family, Bill Carhart,
Roger Marshall, Alice Zahniser. We who are blood family of the American wilderness imagination can glory in
seeing the baton pass to you in the very wilderness itself. And you who now go forth as rangers in the larger
wilderness family, you can grasp, in a very physical sense, how spiritually connected you are to this great cloud
of witnesses that is the American wilderness imagination. You are now this legacy. And so I challenge you this
week; I challenge you this summer: Go forth. Go forth into the wilderness. Do good. Tell the stories. And bring
back a different sort of treasure . . . for the permanent good of the whole people.

V.Dry
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How the Wilderness Was One

By Stewart L. Udall, American Heritage, February/March 2000, pp. 98-105

One of this century’s profound cultural transformations began in the 1960s, when ecological thought took hold
and fostered a new seriousness toward earth stewardship. But what happened then was really a transition.
Present day environmentalism represents an elaboration of core ideas developed far earlier by American
conservationists, especially the seminal concepts and plans of the two Presidents Roosevelt and their allies. They
prepared the way so that Americans later confronted by increasing threats to earth’s ecosystems could erect a
sophisticated superstructure on ramparts already standing.

Movements that foster ideas that shape the fabric of American thought usually evolve in reaction to abuses that
constrict the lives of citizens or threaten the nation’s future. The conservation movement came into existence in
the first years of this century in response to the unprecedented plunder of public resources in the last three
decades of the nineteenth century.

In the forefront of that pageant of destruction and waste was a rapacious lumber industry. Having begun in
Maine and swept westward to California’s towering groves of redwood trees, the newly mechanized industry
clear-cut the bulk of this country’s long-leaf pine forests and left blackened wastelands in its wake.

Elsewhere, as the killing power of rifles increased, whole species were slaughtered on a scale the world had
never seen. That decimation came to a climax on the Great Plains, where in the space of little more than a
decade the vast herds of buffalo—the wildlife wonder of the continent—were nearly exterminated by “market
hunters.” In other regions hunters who worked for commercial enterprises conducted relentless raids on edible
birds, on fur seals, and on shore and migratory birds whose feathers were in demand. These endless hunts and
those conducted for sport exterminated several species of bird and drove kingfishers, terns, eagles, pelicans,
egrets, and herons to the brink of extinction.

The slaughters evoked angry protests from some Americas. In 1877 Secretary of the Interior Carl Schurz tried to
start a campaign to halt the unfettered felling of the nation’s timberlands. A German emigrant familiar with
forestry practices of his homeland, Schurz issued a report in which he denounced lumbermen who were “not
merely stealing trees, but whole forests.” But his plans to initiate scientific management of the nations resources
were thwarted by Congress, and two decades would pass before growing public protest gave reformers an
opportunity to push for laws and policies that would change the course of our history.

The man who became the leader of the nascent conservation movement was President Theodore Roosevelt. As
a young rancher in what is now North Dakota, Roosevelt had learned what happened when nature’s iron laws
were ignored. He was a natural born reformer, and when an assassination catapulted him into the White House
in 1901, he was ready to lead a crusade for land policies that would alter the values and attitudes of the American
people.

The president began by declaring in his first State of the Union address that resource issues were “the most vital
internal problems of the United States.” A politician who wore his convictions on his sleeve, he spoke out against
“the tyranny of mere wealth” and galvanized a cadre of young foresters by exclaiming, “I hate a man who skins
the land”

Roosevelt chose for his adviser on resource issues the dynamic thirty-six year old chief of the Division of
Forestry in the Department of Agriculture, Gifford Pinchot. Pinchot had little power as the head of a tiny new
bureau, but his vigorous ideas about land stewardship won him a preferred place at the new President’s council
table. Roosevelt’s crusade needed a motto, a slogan, and Pinchot and his friends soon coined a word that
expressed the bundle of ideas that the President was considering. Pinchot and his fellow forester Overton Price
had been discussing the fact that government owned forests in British India were called Conservancies, and this
resonant word was enlarged into the nouns conservation and conservationist.

V.Dig
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Roosevelt and Pinchot had to confront an unsympathetic Congress, and they knew from the outset that to do so
they must sell conservation to the American people as well. Roosevelt welcomed this challenge, for he was a
superlative teacher and saw himself as the trustee of the nation’s resources.

The policies and programs that Roosevelt and Pinchot implemented over the seven years of Roosevelt’s
Presidency focused on specific issues. They converted idle forest “reserves” into a functioning system of
national forests to be managed by a corps of trained foresters. The President won over hostile Western
congressmen by supporting a new federal program to build dams and homestead-style irrigation projects in arid
parts of the West. He also issued orders that stopped extravagant giveaways of public resources and
simultaneously challenged a balky Congress to enact laws that hydropower sites and mineral resources be
developed only under federal licenses and leases.

His audacity was what made many of Theodore Roosevelt’s landmark conservation achievements possible. In his
second term he rewrote the rulebook on presidential power by placing his signature on sweeping Executive
Orders and proclamations, rejecting his timid predecessors’ “narrowly legalistic view” that the President could
function only where a statute told him to, and he plumed the Constitution to find powers for himself. His glory
was that he dared to use his pen to change the face of the country’s landscape.

Before he left office, he had replaced a century old policy of land disposal with a new policy of setting land aside
for conservation. As a result of decisions he made, the lands designated as national forests increased from 42
million acres to 148 million, and 138 new forest areas were created in twenty-one Western states. With additional
strokes of his pen, he carved out four huge wildlife refuges and set up fifty-one smaller sanctuaries for birds, to
protect what he called “the beautiful and wonderful wild creatures whose existence was threatened by greed
and wantonness.” With another flourish he established eighteen national monuments, including four—Grand
Canyon, Olympic, Lassen Volcanic, and Petrified Forest—so majestic that Congress subsequently converted
them into national parks.

Executive action was effective as far as it went, but it was essentially a policy to preserve some of the West’s
unsullied lands. If resources damaged during the raider years of the nineteenth century were to be renewed and
rehabilitated, there would have to be a truly national approach, with a working partnership between the
executive and legislative branches of government. Theodore Roosevelt was a splendid preacher-at-large, but
few members of Congress were stirred by his rhetoric. Indeed, in the decade after he left office only two
significant conservation statutes were passed: the Weeks Act of 1911, which permitted the purchase of forested
land at the headwaters of navigable streams, to make possible national forests in the East, and the 1916 measure
that created the National Park Service.

However, where conservation was concerned, Roosevelt’s influence did not wane after he left Washington;
instead it came to a culmination during his third-party Bull Moose presidential campaign in 1912, when he forced
his two opponents to compete with him as advocates of reform. Some of the men who were destined to lead the
nation in the crisis years of the Great Depression—most notably Harold Ickes, George Norris, Sam Rayburn,
and Franklin Delano Roosevelt—first lit their political torches at the bonfire he created in the 1912 presidential
election.

His words and deeds left a spacious legacy. The conservation creed he espoused altered the outlook and the
values of many Americans, encouraging citizens to form grassroots organizations and influence local and
regional political decisions. And the ideals he championed not only changed his country’s land-stewardship
practices but encouraged other nations to institute comparable programs.

Conservation fell out of favor during World War I and the 1920s. Existing national lands were better managed,
but habitat for wildlife continued to shrink, wartime demands for wheat encouraged improvident plowing that
would in time transform parts of the Great Plains into dust bowls, and little was done to restore the forestland
gutted during the late nineteenth century.

The second wave of the conservation movement was launched when Franklin D. Roosevelt began his New Deal

in the demoralizing depths of the Great Depression, when one of every four Americans was unemployed.
Roosevelt’s experiences as governor of New York had suggested to him that providing conservation jobs for
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large numbers of young men would be an effective way to combat unemployment. In his acceptance speech at
the 1932 Democratic National Convention, he put conservation in the forefront, announcing “a wide plan of
converting many millions of acres of marginal and unused land into timberland through reforestation.”

The Civilian Conservation Corps (C.C.C.), created in the first weeks of his Presidency with nearly unanimous
support from Congress, was probably the most effective of all New Deal Programs. The jobs it generated
provided dollars for destitute families and gave men valuable skills, and the work itself improved the economic
outlook in nearby communities. More land-renewal work went on during Franklin Roosevelt’s first term than at
any other time in our nation’s history. Corpsmen build small dams, tackled soil erosion problems, planted more
than two billion trees, and built everything from washrooms to grand rustic lodges in national parks. To make the
program truly national and provide more jobs, the President extended the East’s new system of national forests,
allocating more than thirty-seven million dollars (appropriated by Congress for “public works”) to purchase
eleven million acres of wounded, cut-over land. Before the war closed the camps, more than two and a half
million young men served in the C.C.C.

Historians overlook the fact that in certain regions the New Deal was at its core a program of resource conser-
vation. Congress, acting in tandem with the President, enthusiastically financed initiatives that ranged from a
new Soil Conservation Service to the acquisition of millions of acres of swamps, lakes, and sub-marginal farm-
lands, enlarging the nation’s sanctuaries for migratory birds and wildlife.

The building of dams and hydroelectric plants was also a hallmark of the era. Construction of the world’s then-
highest dam on the Colorado River (a huge federal project that moved ahead on schedule through the darkest
years of the Depression) reflected the belief that floods should be controlled and the high energy potential of the
nation’s rivers “harnessed,” as the then ubiquitous expression went. Dam building was ultimately carried to
extremes, but the electricity dams generated fed a program that produced enormous benefits for tens of millions
of Americans, the Rural Electrification Administration, which began in 1935.

At the time, nine-tenths of the thirty million people who lived in rural America did not have electric power. The
REA law underwrote the formation of local electric cooperatives and provided low-interest loans to extend
transmission lines into the countryside. In a few years the program had raised the standard of living throughout
the country and was furnishing cheap energy for starting businesses and enabling small towns to grow.

Of necessity, the FDR administration fashioned its Crash programs piecemeal, responding to specific needs, but
in so doing, it made conservation a mainstream concept and encouraged scientists allied with the movement to
broaden their gaze and think holistically (the word had appeared just a decade earlier) about the earth’s re-
sources. Those quiet conservation-minded scientists, among them the University of Wisconsin professor Aldo
Leopold and a young woman named Rachel Carson, who worked in the Fish and Wildlife Service from 1936 to
1949, became important after the war, when atomic physicists and engineers rose as apostles of unlimited
resources. The voices of the conservationists, and the challenging questions they asked, would gradually acquire
authority when some of the miracles of Big Science turned out to threaten the ecosystems that sustained life on
earth.

Today it is hard to imagine how eagerly Americans in the 1950s accepted the “atoms for peace” thesis of inex-
haustible dirt-cheap atomic energy. A vision of an atom-powered era of super technology, sketched initially by
the physicist John Von Neumann, was elaborated in a 1957 book, The Next Hundred Years, by some of his
acolytes in these words: “If we are able in the decades ahead to avoid thermo-nuclear war . . . we shall approach
the time when the world will be completely industrialized. And as we continue along this path we shall process
ores of continually lower grade, until we finally sustain ourselves with materials obtained from the rocks of the
earth’s crust, the gases of the air, and the waters of the seas. By that time the mining industry as such ... will have
been replaced by vast, integrated multipurpose chemical plants supplied by rock, air, and seawater, from which
will flow a multiplicity of products, ranging from fresh water to electric power, to liquid fuels and metals.”

The American people embraced these visions partly because the awe and secrecy that enveloped nuclear
research meant that at first few citizens had either the knowledge or the temerity to question them. And the
optimism thus generated ultimately helped persuade our leaders that the Untied States could simultaneously go
to the moon, feed the world’s hungry, carry out a program to modernize the economies of Latin America, and
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win a war in Southeast Asia. As the space program got under way, NASA’s rocket master, Wernher von Braun, put
a capstone on these promises when he declared that the exploration of space was “the salvation of the human
race”

But at the same time, ground-level evidence was mounting that the overall environment was deteriorating. In
1956 an atmospheric scientist measured the ingredients of the gathering pall over Los Angeles and chose the
word smog to describe his baleful discovery. Meanwhile, daily flushings from industries and cities were turning
the nation’s rivers into sewers. At one point in the mid-sixties, the mayor of Cleveland summed up a growing
viewpoint when he predicted that the United States would soon become “the first nation to put a man on the
moon while standing knee deep in garbage”

The first serious broad look at the impact of new technologies on the planet’s life-support system began in the
Untied States in 1958. It was conducted by the marine biologist Rachel Carson. The ostensible subject of her
four-year study was the effect on wildlife of the potent new poisons being produced by the chemical industry; in
the end her research led her to compose a treatise that thrust the concept of ecology into the mainstream of
human thought.

In 1958 some of Carson’s friends in Massachusetts and on Long Island, angry at local mosquito control agencies
drenching their neighborhoods with DDT, persuaded her to write a protest article about the environmental
consequences. Her piece was rejected by Readers Digest, but Carson had become convinced that this was an
urgent issue and she decided to enlarge her piece into a short book, even though she doubted that it could ever
be a best seller like her previous one, The Sea Around Us. Her initial survey informed her that the pesticide
problem was hardly a local one, and she realized that her findings and conclusions would put her on a collision
course with powerful industries and much of the scientific community. DDT, like penicillin, was widely consid-
ered a boon to humankind; public health officers credited it with wiping out malaria in many areas, and agricul-
tural experts were attributing dramatic rises in the world food output to its effects. The Swiss biochemist Paul
Muller had won a Noble Prize in 1948 for developing it.

During most of the four years Carson took to complete Silent Spring, she was fighting a losing battle against
cancer. Her search for facts became a crusade as she scrutinized the work of specialists (“a small number of
human beings, isolated and priestlike in their laboratories”) who seemed so intent on controlling nature they had
no time to analyze the side effects of the products they were creating. As she became aware that the book would
be in essence an argument, she decided to address it to two distinct audiences at once. It must be an ecology
primer that millions of ordinary readers could understand, but it also had to command the respect of the
scientific community and force the chemical industry’s scientists into a public dispute concerning the total
environment.

She achieved her first goal by presenting detailed accounts of spraying fiascoes in places that ranged from Nova
Scotia forests to the rice fields of California. This section of Silent Spring connected the new “age of poisons” and
“natures web on interwoven lives” to the everyday existence of her readers. Her second task was more difficult
and time-consuming. Knowing she would face fierce counterattacks, she concluded with a fifty-five-page
appendix of “principal sources” that listed more than six hundred of the thousands of documents she had
gathered and digested. The appendix was her way of saying to her critics: “Here is your substantiation. Tear it
apart if you can”

As she had anticipated, chemical and agricultural trade groups mustered their scientists and mounted an
expensive public relations campaign to discredit her credentials and her conclusions. Some critics asserted that
she was not a “professional scientist”; a nutrition expert at Harvard’s Medical School castigated her for “aban-
doning scientific truth for exaggeration” and characterized her conclusions as “baloney”; the director of
research for a leading manufacturer of pesticides put her down as a “fanatical defender of natural balance”

There were other, cruder attacks: Ezra Taft Benson, who had been Secretary of Agriculture in the Eisenhower
administration, wondered “why a spinster with no children was so concerned about genetics” and surmised that
Carson was “probably a Communist” However, President Kennedy was impressed with her presentation and
had his Science Advisory Committee evaluate her findings. The dispute dissipated when, in April 1963, the
prestigious committee submitted a report that vindicated her thesis.
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Silent Spring provided a cautionary frame of reference for the age; the book stands today as a founding docu-
ment of the ecological revolution. Translated into twenty-seven languages, it won an international audience and,
like Theodore Roosevelt’s conservation initiatives, stimulated fresh currents of thought in other countries, it also
fomented collaborative action by citizens and scientists that coalesced into a social phenomenon called “the
environmental movement” In a single decade ecology was transformed from a science understood by an elite
into a central concern of humankind.

Cancer claimed Rachel Carson’s life in the spring of 1964. She did not live long enough to be aware that Silent
Spring would rank as one of the most influential books of the century, but a laurel bestowed on her in 1963 by
the American Academy of Arts and Letters must have given her some premonitory pride: It read: “A scientist in
the grand literary style of Galileo and Buffon, she has used her scientific knowledge and moral feeling to deepen
our consciousness of living nature and to alert us to the calamitous possibility that our short sighted technologi-
cal conquests might destroy the very sources of our being”

I was in charge of the Department of the Interior when Silent Spring appeared, and I well remember the rever-
berations it sent through the organization. Our responsibilities for resources put us in the forefront of a move-
ment that was fueled first by Carson’s vision and then by the work of brilliant biologists like Paul Ehrlich, Barry
Commoner, and E.O. Wilson. As we tried to confront the many challenges posed by the new age of ecology, our
work led to, among other things, the program to protect endangered species and the end of backing for the
American supersonic transport, with its sixty-mile carpet of sonic booms.

Only later, with hindsight, were many of us who had been caught up in the excitement of those times able to see
them not as the dawn of a new way of looking at the world but rather as the final fruition of a conservation
movement that had begun with the century. Indeed, the wise and always eloquent Aldo Leopold had provided a
unifying theme decades earlier when he wrote: “We abuse land because we regard it as a commodity belonging
to us. When we see land as a community to which we belong, we may begin to use it with love and respect”
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Promised Land
By Todd Wilkinson, National Parks, September/October, 1999, pp. 23-25

The year was 1851. The place: a lecture hall in Concord, Massachusetts, just east of a forest-encircled pond
called Walden.

As Henry David Thoreau stood before a room full of contemporaries and recited his now-immortal words— “in
wildness is the preservation of the world” —he couldn’t have fathomed how strongly the declaration would
resonate a century and a half later.

Thoreau’s poetic sentiments, describing a rare part of the landscape we know today as “wilderness,” has, at the
end of the 20th century, become a rallying cry for park advocates who believe that Congress has failed to make
crucial wilderness designations and the Park Service has floundered in managing the last, wild places under its
care.

Wes Henry, a senior National Park Service (NPS) planner and wilderness management expert, argues that
resolving the wilderness question is among the most important issues the agency currently faces. Today, he says,
national parks are confronting encroaching development and the increasing intrusion of technology. On a daily
basis, airplanes and helicopters buzz wilderness areas in the Grand Canyon previously reached only by foot and
raft; cellular telephones ring on top of Mount Rainier; snowmobiles whine throughout Yellowstone’s winter
wonderland; and chainsaws roar in isolated corners of parks as trail crews clear fallen trees from the paths of
hiking trails.

The sad truth, Henry says, is that although many Park Service employees have the inclination, not many have the
training, time, or resources to provide the special care that goes into preserving wild places and making the
experience more available to visitors.

“In today’s world, wilderness and the ability to escape civilization” are among the most valuable commodities
many parks can offer to the American public, Henry says. “Many people assume that as an agency renowned for
preserving nature, the Park Service would be the leader in wilderness management among the land management
agencies. Unfortunately, the crush of visitors and relatively stagnant budgets has meant that wilderness and
other priorities have suffered neglect.”
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But even now, Henry says, the Park Service has been given a chance to redeem itself—and the orders are coming
from the top. With a new Clinton Administration initiative to reinvigorate appreciation for wilderness, the future
of places such as Yellowstone, Rocky Mountain, Glacier, Great Smoky Mountains, Big Bend, and a dozen
smaller parks is a little brighter. The plan, influenced heavily by the office of Vice President Al Gore and U.S.
Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt, begins to address the long unfinished national park wilderness agenda.

Wilderness is simply the recognition that the American public bestows on very special wild places, and these
parks are surely some of the most special. A Wilderness Task Force made a series of recommendations in the
early 1990s, and the Park Service is now beginning to take action. Recommendations included the restart of the
designation process, better leadership, training, and educational outreach. NPS Director Robert Stanton will
soon sign a wilderness management reference manual, training courses are being offered, and the education
issue is being explored at the interagency level.

The reference manual advises park superintendents of their legal responsibility to protect lands already
designated as federal wilderness and other tracts under consideration in Congress. More important, from an
outside perspective the document serves as a mea culpa, confirming allegations leveled by NPCA and its partners
that the Park Service has been ambivalent toward wilderness designation or resisted it. Perhaps in the most
stinging indictment of all, some agency officials confess that the Park Service has demonstrated less leadership in
wilderness preservation than the U.S. Forest Service.
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Wilderness is a management touchstone for the Park Service because it serves as a gauge for the public to assess
the character of lands inside parks, says David Simon, NPCS’s Southwest regional director. “How we deal with
the wilderness question in our national parks will determine what kind of experience our grandkids and great-
grandkids inherit from us. It’s that important;” Simon says. “With wilderness, a whole set of values are brought
forward, and they get at the very heart of why national parks were created.”

Chip Dennerlein, NPCA'’s Alaska regional director and a member of a national steering committee for wilderness
science issues, brought these issues to the fore this spring at a national conference in Missoula, Montana, where
hundreds of activists converged to try and rekindle the wilderness movement, which historians say helped give
rise to modern environmental awareness.

Thirty-five years ago this September, President Lyndon Johnson gathered conservationists together in
Washington, D.C., and signed into law one of the most important landscape protection measures in the country’s
history—the Wilderness Act of 1964. This act created special land management zones within federal lands where
highways, machines, and developments are forbidden, “where the earth and its community of life are
untrammeled by man—where man himself is a visitor who does not remain.”

Although the act is best known for setting aside millions of acres of “capital W” wilderness in national forests, its
intent was also to safeguard the wildest sections of national parks. Over the past four decades, however, critics
say NPS has maintained a detached, if not downright hostile, attitude toward proposed federally designated
wilderness inside park borders.

The Clinton Administration plan, now before the Republican-controlled Congress, is intended to be a wake-up
call for the Park Service by setting out first to resolve the fate of 5 million acres of proposed park wilderness
lands that have languished in limbo since the Nixon Administration. Under the old proposals, more than 9o
percent of Yellowstone’s 2.2 million acres would receive formal wilderness designation, along with nearly 1
million acres in Glacier and roughly half a million acres each in Big Bend and Great Smoky Mountains. Other
proposed sites are Arches, Bryce Canyon, Canyonlands, Capitol Reef, Crater Lake, Grand Teton, Zion,
Assateague Island National Seashore, Cedar Breaks, Colorado, and Dinosaur national monuments, and
Cumberland Gap National Historical Park. A similar call in 1996 went nowhere in Congress. NPCA believes
some of these proposals need to be updated to add more acreage. Moreover, some parks are not being
advanced, such as Grand Canyon, which has 1.1 million acres of recommended wilderness. Why has the Park
Service resisted wilderness protection efforts? Park Service historian Richard West Sellars, author of Preserving
Nature in the National Parks, suggests that agency leaders have not wanted to be hamstrung by regulations that
might hinder development and management options.

Nothing illustrates the clash of values better than the Park Service’s modernization program, Mission 66, and the
public groundswell that led to the Wilderness Act in 1964. Mission 66, conceived during the 1950s, had the stated
goal of repairing park facilities (hotels, visitor centers, nature trails, etc.) that had fallen into disrepair. Initially,
the program received praise, but conservationists soon concluded that Mission 66 was compromising natural
values by expanding the footprint of development and asphalt.

In a telling admission, the 1994 Park Service Wilderness Task Force Report refers to this conflict: “The amount
and degree of park development throughout the decades of the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s caused a growing
concern in the environmental community, and among many NPS staff, that the National park Service was placing
too much emphasis on development and not enough on the preservation of pristine lands.”

NPCA’s Chip Dennerlein says that the Park Service’s antipathy for wilderness owes as much to the
organizational culture as to economic incentives. The Mission 66 goals took priority over wilderness, and those
sympathies have lingered to this day.

As of December 1998, 44 NPS units contain 43.1 million acres of wilderness—the vast majority of it in Alaska.
Another 7 million acres have been set aside as wilderness study areas. Once wilderness is designated, the
challenge of management begins. For example, only 12 percent of the national parks have wilderness or
backcountry plans, and most of those are at least a decade old, observes Henry. With the Clinton Administration
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plan aimed at settling the bulk of lands in wilderness study areas, several management issues for wilderness

remain unresolved, such as:

*  How does the Park Service handle changes in technology, which is outstripping the ability of land
management agencies to deal with it>» Many of these issues involve noise and whether certain motorized
uses should be allowed in wilderness areas, such as personal watercraft, aerial overflights, and snowmobiles.
In parks such as Yellowstone, where noise from snowmobiles carries over many miles, wilderness could also
mean restrictions on the type of snowmobiles allowed. Another question involves whether cellular phones
should be allowed in wilderness areas. Other issues include what role, if any, the Park Service should play in
consulting with county governments to zone areas next to parks and whether it is better to have
concentrated or dispersed campsites in wilderness.

e How will the Park Service manage forests inside designated wilderness? Ecologists acknowledge that in
some parks, controlled burns, possible in combination with mechanized tree cutting, are needed to reduce
the possibility of giant forest fires in dry years and to enhance biological diversity. Further, questions exist
about who holds jurisdiction over water that originates in wilderness and what limitations should be
imposed on above-ground development to protect fragile park cave wilderness systems.

*  How does the Park Service apply the “minimum requirements” provision of the Wilderness Act, which
requires land managers to use the least-intrusive tools necessary to maintain wilderness areas? The Park
Service has been lax in its interpretation of the provision. For years, the Forest Service has been recognized
as a pioneer in perfecting “minimum requirements,” and Park Service officials admit they can learn a lot
from their sister agency.

In some parks, superintendents have ignored wilderness requirements and have allowed vehicles to cross virgin
landscapes. Some superintendents also have invoked the Americans with Disabilities Act to ask that paved trails
be constructed into existing wilderness, which has touched off fierce debate.

Simon and Dennerlein are adamant in their belief that wilderness designation is an important means available to
the public for protecting parks against unthinking park managers. Because the Park Service in some ways still
functions like a military organization, the tenure of individual park superintendents at any one location lasts only
a few years. But during his or her brief stint, a superintendent may approve a number of proposals designed to
economically aid the local community or the regional tourism industry. While the projects might seem small
individually, they add up.

“How can they or outside interests appreciate that this is tantamount to a slow nibbling away of resources that
make the area valuable as a park and attractive for recreation and tourism—a competitive event here, a
recreation support facility there, and you slowly erode the wildness,” says Henry. “You can’t see it from one
decision to the next, but cumulatively, the wilderness is lost—despite the best of intentions””

Simon maintains that wilderness status actually makes a land manager’s job easier. “For park managers who have
neither the resolve nor the backbone to stand up against proposals that compromise the character of the parks
they oversee, wilderness designation helps them say no,” Simon says. “Instead of exposing parks to constant
aesthetic and ecological erosion, wilderness can help the public hold the agency to a higher standard.”

Superintendents at Yosemite, where 677,000 acres lie in wilderness, North Cascades, which has 634,000 acres,
and Mount Rainier, which has 228,000 acres, have been able to reject proposals for hotels and ski areas. Had
official wilderness been in place in Yellowstone 20 years ago, snowmobiling could have been prohibited or tightly
regulated. Instead, today 100,000 snowmobilers enter the park each year.

But conservationists warn that the transformation must have strategic objectives in mind—objectives that yield
ecological benefits in addition to the obvious gains of protecting scenery. Some are concerned that politicians
such as Rep. James Hansen (R-Utah) may use the national park wilderness proposal to cut a deal to reduce the
amount of acreage in national forest and Bureau of Land Management tracts proposed for wilderness
designated in his home state. And others may use a park wilderness bill as a vehicle for anti-environmental
attachments.
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At present, several park gateway communities have expressed open hostility to wilderness designation because
they fear it will hamper the flow of tourism dollars. In February 1999, business leaders in Estes Park, Colorado,
on the edge of Rocky Mountain National Park, refused to endorse proposed wilderness (even though since 1973
an estimated 95 percent of the park has been managed to the high wilderness standard as the park’s wilderness
proposal remained in limbo).

Ray Rasker, an economist with the Sonoran Institute, notes that numerous studies suggest access to wilderness is
an economic boon for towns because it provides an incentive for people to live in and visit the area. Echoing
that appraisal, the editors of the local Estes Park newspaper wrote in a banner headline that was aimed at
detractors: “Rocky Mountain National Park deserves its wilderness” and added in the text of the editorial: “It’s
time to bury the political hatchet and move ahead with official wilderness. If not Rocky Mountain National Park,
then where? If not now, then when?”

Some park superintendents have asserted that certain areas of proposed wilderness should be disqualified
because they are compromised by urban settings or sit among existing developments. During the 1970s, the
Forest Service used a similar argument in seeking to have national forests exempted. But in 1978 when Congress
passed the Endangered Wilderness Act, it said that even sights and sounds of civilization cannot be used to
eliminate stretches of federal land from wilderness consideration.

Wilderness that is proposed for parks on the outskirts of cities serves a valuable purpose, says Henry, for it
provides urban dwellers with easy access to an unspoiled landscape.

“We are faced with the increasing reality and challenge of managing wildernesses, not in the sense of different
places, but more important, in the sense of different types of wilderness,” suggests NPCA’s Dennerlein.

In general, Dennerlein concludes: “Wilderness is about sharing the delight of aboriginal Americans when they
camped at the edge of a cliff thousands of years ago and were inspired by the view. It is about gaining a sense of
humility in the face of nature; it is about putting certain pieces of the landscape off limits to any human
temptation to exploit or despoil them; it is about thinking ahead and viewing the glory of the land in spans longer
than your own life.

“In the modern world, that’s difficult for many to grasp. Wilderness is not convenient, but the values of

wilderness are as important to our human condition—present and future—as they were when the Wilderness
Act was passed. Perhaps, more so””
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